with incomes no higher than 70 percent of the lower living Standard of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. While no Information is provided on how comparison group members were chosen, the demographic character-istics of the comparison group very closely matched those of partici-pants. Participants and comparisons in the second year program were, of course, younger than those who participated the previous year; they were also of lower economic Status, had less prior employment experi-ence, and scored lower on pretests on a variety of cognitive measures.
At program exit, participants exhibited significantly larger gains than did comparisons on each of the seven items in the SAS test battery.2 This is in contrast to a finding of no significant differences in gains for participant and comparison group members during the previous year's program.
Postprogram results are available only at 3 months after program completion for 61 percent of participants (260) and 65 percent of comparison group members (302). Statistically significant findings that favored the participant group related to the degree of Job knowledge, the Proportion working füll time or part time (40 percent and 29 percent), and the exten t to which family members feit good about the program (or "how you've been doing" for controls). As seems appropriate for a program serving in-school youths, the employment outcome largely reflects part-time employment.
At the time of the 3-month follow-up in early fall of 1981, about 86 percent of the respondents were in school. While participants were significantly less likely to be in school at the follow-up than comparison group members, other things equal, the actual difference was small: 85 percent compared with 87 percent. Overall, participants in the 1980-1981 program performed significantly better immediately postprogram than nonparticipants on a variety of cognitive measures. Three months postprogram, participants were somewhat more likely than comparisons to be employed füll time (2 percent compared with l percent) and much more likely to be employed either part time or füll time (40 percent compared with 29 percent) , but they were also somewhat less likely than comparison group members to be enrolled in school. Thus whether the program intended to or not, i t did not increase school retention. Although the evaluation of the 1980-1981 NPRF program provided promising results, it provided insufficient information on how the comparison group was formed. Therefore, we cannot be confident about the results for either year of the NPRF program1 s Operation.
2Gains were measured in terms of percentages of Standard deviations, and the magnitudes averaged 34-65 percent across all sites (Murphy and Appel, 1981). Gains of 10 percent or more were considered to have practical significance.

